We integrated models of discrimination of immigrants by combining established approaches to prejudice and discrimination towards immigrants (proximate explanations) using assumptions of Evolutionary-Coalitional Theory (ultimate explanations). Based on this perspective, right-wing authoritarianism (RWA), social dominance orientation (SDO), and multicultural ideology (MCI) were considered as sociofunctional motives for attitudes towards immigrants. We examined relationships between individual differences in beliefs about the social world (dangerous worldview and competitive worldview) as more distal antecedents, and RWA, SDO, and MCI as more proximal antecedents, and the endorsement of discrimination of immigrants in the socioeconomic domain by Russian majority group members as the outcome. Data were collected among 576 participants from 33 regions in Russia, using online social media. MCI predicted endorsement of discrimination of immigrants by Russian majority group members better than did RWA and SDO. SDO predicted only economic aspects of the endorsement of discrimination. The results are discussed within the Russian context, with its ethnically diverse composition of the population and high migration rates.
bias such as prejudice and discrimination. Since that time, approaches to their understanding have also significantly broadened (Dovidio et al. 2010) . However, as stated by Ward et al. (2017, p. 427) , "acculturation and intergroup relations can no longer be studied in isolation. Rather, these areas of research should be viewed as complementary to each other, and our theorizing concerning prejudice against immigrants in multicultural societies needs to expand to accommodate both of these research streams." A project that combined the acculturation and intercultural relations perspectives with immigrant and national samples in 17 societies found substantial empirical links between these two sets of phenomena (Berry 2017) .
The present study is based on two types of explanation of prejudice and discrimination towards immigrants: ultimate explanations, represented by EvolutionaryCoalitional Theory (Sinn and Hayes 2017) , and proximate explanations, which refer to established psychological approaches that have been proposed in political psychology, psychology of acculturation, and social psychology. We employ the Dual Process Model (Duckitt 2001; Duckitt and Sibley 2017) and models of multiculturalism (Berry 2006; Berry and Kalin 1995; Schalk-Soekar and van de Vijver 2008) . These models have both been shown to predict prejudice and discrimination. However, it is unclear how much variation the models share and to what extent each model adds a unique component to the prediction of prejudice and discrimination. Thus, by comparing these approaches, we can extend our knowledge about prejudice and discrimination (and possibly interventions to curb them). Since we conducted our study in the Russian Federation where these processes have not been extensively studied, this research may provide additional information about the role of context. Finally, by considering ultimate explanations, we can provide an integrative perspective of both of these research streams.
Context of the Study

The Common Problem of Discrimination of Immigrants in the Socioeconomic Domain
Due to the increase of immigration flows around the world, discrimination of immigrants becomes more evident and salient (Dancygier and Laitin 2014; Polavieja 2016) . Discrimination presents a formidable obstacle to the successful integration of immigrants and their children into the host society. There is much evidence that discrimination has a negative effect both on immigrant well-being and on the social and economic state of the host society (Berry and Hou 2017; Berry and Sabatier 2010; Hanson 2009 ). In the acculturation and intergroup relations literature, in contrast to discrimination in the cultural domain, discrimination in the socioeconomic domain has received less attention, even though according to the OECD (2016), the major concern is discrimination in the socioeconomic domain, such as job recruitment and rental housing. For example, immigrants in Western European countries are twice as likely to be unemployed than local people, and have lower wages (Algan et al. 2010) . As migration to developed countries will probably increase in the coming years, economic discrimination against immigrants can evolve into a grave long-term problem requiring a comprehensive solution. The challenges for societies receiving immigrants, such as problems in economic integration, have negative consequences for social cohesion. They reduce immigrants' investments in their own education and professional qualifications, which, subsequently, lead to significant economic losses for the host country (Crepaz 2008; Dancygier and Laitin 2014) . The inability of immigrants to spend resources on their own education and professional training (or receive sponsoring), along with the alienation and distrust they experience towards the host society can lead immigrants to perform low-skilled jobs or become unemployed (OECD 2013) . This condition of immigrants enhances the negative attitudes of the host population and serves in a sense as self-fulfilling prophecy.
Most studies of discrimination of immigrants in the labor market include recruitment, career growth, and remuneration (e.g., Constant and Massey 2005; Malhotra et al. 2013) . Discrimination of immigrants in recruitment is usually easier to identify than discrimination in existing labor relations. In the literature, two leading theoretical approaches to explaining the discrimination of immigrants in the labor market have been discussed: taste-based and statistical. According to Becker (1957) , taste-based discrimination occurs when an employer faces (or suspects to face) negative consequences of employing immigrants. In the future, this employer will avoid taking on minorities, even if this involves certain financial costs. In contrast to this, Arrow (1973) argues that discrimination is not a taste-based, but a rational employer's decision based on stereotypes. Statistical discrimination takes its part in case there is a lack of information about a potential candidate when an employer relies on an available stereotype about an average representative of this group. Since cultural identity is a sufficiently expressive sign, the employer is more likely to rely on it. Statistical discrimination is also associated with the fact that immigrants do not have the opportunity to invest in their education, and, on average, look like less skilled workers in the eyes of employers (Adida et al. 2014) .
In addition to the discrimination in the labor market, there is evidence that immigrants are discriminated against in the housing market (when renting) and in the credit (loan) market, being forced to pay higher interest rates. Some studies indicate that socioeconomic discrimination of immigrants leads to a deterioration in their well-being: increased stress, depression, and a higher frequency of cardiovascular diseases (Krieger et al. 2005; Williams and Mohammed 2009) . Most studies connect the economic discrimination of immigrants to those perceived threats that are shared by the host population (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2010; Scheve and Slaughter 2001) . For example, Dancygier and Donnelly (2013) showed that negative attitudes towards immigrants are increasing only when the following two conditions are met: the number of immigrants engaged in the labor market is increasing, and the economic situation in the country is deteriorating. According to the logic of the theory of economic self-interest, the threats to be presented by immigrants are perceived in two ways: (1) immigrants can claim jobs (economic competition); (2) immigrants impose a burden on the state budget (Hanson 2009 ).
Attitudes Towards Immigrants in Russia
In this study, we examined these topics in the Russian population, given its understudied population that is highly diverse (e.g., Fleischmann et al. 2011; Jurcik et al. 2013) . The Russian population comprises more than 190 ethnic groups and the United Nations estimated the Russian Federation as the world's second-leading country in the number of immigrants for 2013 (Lebedeva et al. 2016) . According to the Data of the Main Directorate on the Issues of Migration of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Russia for 2017, the largest number of immigrants came from Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Ukraine, China, Kyrgyzstan, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, and Moldova (more than 500,000 people from each region). In the territory of Russia in recent years, there were between 9.2 and 11.8 million foreign citizens and individuals without citizenship. However, the education, qualifications, and professional knowledge of immigrants are often not in demand on the Russian labor market. As a result, their typical labor trajectory involves downward mobility (a vacancy that is worse than they previously held at home) and the problem of informal employment and overexploitation (including forced labor) of labor immigrants also remains (Mukomel 2017) .
Intergroup relations and acculturation in Russia have been investigated within the framework of Mutual Intercultural Relations In Plural Societies project (MIRIPS; Berry 2017). Lebedeva et al. (2017) noted that despite the fact that most of the migrants come to Russia from former Soviet republics, the term "migrants" is connected mostly with im/migrants from Central Asia and the Caucasus, who are often considered as "strangers" and a source of economic burden and cultural threat. The attitudes of ethnic Russians towards migration and migrants are rather negative in spite of some mainly obvious economic need for labor migrants (Lebedeva et al. 2017) . While Russia accepts immigrants not only from Central Asia and the Caucasus, some discordance between perceived and desired acculturation attitudes by immigrants is often expressed by the Russian host-group members; this discordance can elicit intergroup bias . Moreover, there is still a lack of clear immigration policies in Russia or any special programs for enhancing the mutual intercultural relations of majority and minority groups, which could also focus on increasing of cultural, economic, and physical security of Russian majority group members, since all of this is positively related to their acceptance of immigrants and accommodation to the new polycultural realities of Russian cities (Lebedeva and Tatarko 2013) .
Theoretical Framework
Ultimate (Functional) and Proximate (Sociofunctional) Explanations
The evolutionary core of intergroup relations is a cognitive mechanism that evolved to detect coalitional alliances via the categorization of the social world into "Us" versus "Them"; this is what ultimately predisposes humans to discriminate in favor of their ingroup and against the outgroup. For the human mind, ethnicity, cultural group, or race is simply one historically contingent subtype of coalition because through a long human story, they have been an ecologically valid predictor of people's social alliances and coalitional affiliations (Kurzban et al. 2001) . The Evolutionary-Coalitional Theory poses three specific accommodations to coalitional competition in the ancestral environment: (a) authoritarian ("binding" orientation in the ingroup to deal with external threat and outgroup antagonism); (b) dominating (a preference for hierarchical relations between groups in order to provide hierarchically/power-based exploitation of weaker groups and individuals); and (c) universalizing (breaking coalitions and hierarchies in the ingroup and dealing with the threat in an individualized manner, by developing a weaker link with the ingroup and a stronger identification with broader categories such as humankind, and also sacrifices for common good) functional motives (Sinn and Hayes 2017) . Hayes (2017, 2018 ) demonstrated a parallel between authoritarian and dominating functional motives and the in this view proximate (sociofunctional) psychological concepts as right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) and social dominance orientation (SDO), respectively. RWA is then expressing (or maintaining) motivational goals (or values) of collective (or ingroup) security and cohesion, and SDO is expressing (or maintaining) motivational goals (or values) of group dominance and superiority over others (Duckitt and Sibley 2010, 2017 ) that reflect a functional strategy for power-based exploitation (Sinn and Hayes 2017) . Similarly, Duckitt and Sibley (2017) noted that there are different kinds of ethnocentric bias: "intragroup ethnocentric bias" (favoring the ingroup over individual group members, e.g., RWA) and "intergroup ethnocentric bias" (with an emphasis on ingroup superiority over outgroups, e.g., SDO).
In this line of reasoning, we argue the concept of multicultural ideology (MCI; Berry et al. 1977; Berry and Kalin 1995; Schalk-Soekar and van de Vijver 2008) , which is frequently studied in the acculturation literature (see Berry 2006 Berry , 2016 , can reflect the universalizing functional motive. Multicultural ideology (Berry et al. 1977; Berry and Kalin 1995; SchalkSoekar and van de Vijver 2008) is much wider than simple pro-diversity beliefs. Along with RWA and SDO, MCI is an ideological attitude (i.e., all three are at the same conceptual level). MCI, as a concept, attempts to encompass the general and fundamental view that cultural diversity is good for a society and for its individual members (i.e., there is a high value placed on cultural maintenance by immigrants, which is the cultural component of the multicultural policy). Furthermore, such diversity should be shared and accommodated in an equitable way (i.e., there is a high value on contact and participation, which is the social component of the policy), expressing a willingness to change one's cultural ways in order to accommodate those of other groups (Berry 2006) . 1 The universalizing functional motive is the opposite of the dominating functional motive (Sinn and Hayes 2017) . According to Social Dominance Theory (Sidanius and Pratto 2001) , society can be strengthened or weakened by personal and normative support of legitimizing myths of two different functional types: hierarchy-enhancing (promotes social inequality) and hierarchyattenuating (promotes social equality). MCI is often considered as the hierarchyattenuating myth, i.e., the consequence of low-SDO (e.g., Guimond et al. 2013; Leong 2008; Levin et al. 2012; Pelletier-Dumas et al. 2017; Sidanius and Pratto 2001; Ward and Masgoret 2006) . It is important to note that the described view considers SDO as a personality trait; however, we follow Duckitt and Sibley (2010) here and argue that this is also an ideological attitude, like RWA and MCI.
The relationship between SDO, RWA, and intergroup bias is well studied. An early study in Canada found high correlations among MCI, authoritarianism, and ethnocentrism (Berry et al. 1977) . However, only recently have intercultural ideologies been examined more extensively in relation to SDO and RWA Rosenthal and Levy 2012) . While each of these concepts touches on the acceptance of diversity, egalitarianism, and the willingness to engage in intercultural contact (Duckitt and Sibley 2007; Ho et al. 2015; Levin et al. 2012; Pedersen et al. 2015; Rosenthal and Levy 2012) , their roles may differ in contributions to an endorsement of discrimination and prejudice of immigrants due to essentially different ultimate (functional) goals evolutionary underlying them, as explained below.
RWA, SDO, and MCI and Attitude Towards Immigrants
Duckitt and Sibley (2010) claimed that individuals with high RWA are expected to be particularly negative towards outgroups as the latter threaten the prevailing social order, while high-SDO individuals will be negative towards competitive and low-status groups. So, the negative attitudes towards immigrants are often explained by referring to their low status, "visible" features to detect them as an outgroup, combined with an ethnocentric tendency to perceive cultural norms and practices of immigrants as wrong or threatening a deep-seated social order (Oyamot et al. 2012) . Whereas high-RWA individuals tend to view immigrants as deviating from the established social order and from existing values concerning the uniform functioning of society, or as a threat to collective security (Cohrs and Stelzl 2010) , high-SDO individuals tend to view immigrants as a subordinate group that can be exploited (Sinn and Hayes 2018) and a group competing for the same resources due to their zero-sum competition beliefs (Esses et al. 2001) . Also, a multicultural policy can be perceived as a threat to cultural traditions and values by high-RWA individuals (Kauff et al. 2013 ) and ethnic diversity poses a threat to them, as it indicates non-conformism to group norms and a threat to group conformity (Asbrock and Kauff 2015; van Assche et al. 2014 ).
Rosenthal and Levy (2012) found a negative relationship between universal-diverse orientation (referring to an interest in and appreciation of diversity, and being comfortable with differences) and RWA, and SDO and positive relationship with MCI. However, whereas RWA and SDO are positively associated , not all studies reported the stable relationship between MCI and RWA or SDO that varied from zero to negative (e.g., Berry et al. 1977; Guimond et al. 2013; Pelletier-Dumas et al. 2017; Perry et al. 2015; Rosenthal and Levy 2012) . Some explanations attribute this to the influence of the social context on the above-mentioned relationship (Cohrs and Stelzl 2010; Vorauer and Sasaki 2011) . For example, in a study of 23 European countries, it was found that the negative relationship between RWA and multiculturalism depends on the country's migration policy, i.e., the more liberal the policy is-the more firmly this connection is established (Kauff et al. 2013) . Moreover, this relationship may be weakened or completely destroyed by the high density of immigrant population, accompanied by a high level of perceived threats (Cohrs and Stelzl 2010) .
RWA was positively associated with assimilation or segregation expectations and negatively with integration acculturation expectations (Funke 2005; Perry et al. 2015; Stellmacher and Petzel 2005) and high-RWA individuals favor punishing immigrants refusing to fully assimilate and "dissolve" in the host society, while high-SDO individuals instead favor punishing those seeking this (Thomsen et al. 2008) . At the same time, the main expectation for MCI is integration, which combines both cultural maintenance and participation in the larger society (Berry 2006 (Berry , 2016 . The sociofunctional approach can also offer an explanation of these findings. RWA corresponds to an elimination-exclusion reaction to remove threats (i.e., assimilation/ segregation), SDO corresponds to exploitation-exclusion reaction to exploit outgroups (i.e., segregation/marginalizing), and MCI corresponds to equity-inclusion reaction for common good (i.e., integration).
Social Worldviews and Attitude Towards Immigrants
Natural ecology, such as economic resources (Berry 1976 (Berry , 2017 , climate (van de Vliert 2011) , and parasite-stress (Fincher and Thornhill 2012) are known to be associated with functional accommodations, including psychological dispositions. Similarly, social ecology may regulate sociofunctional accommodations, including social structures. Since people live in the social world, their social cognitive framework (i.e., perception and interpretation of social ecology) can be a driver of motivational goals expressing and maintaining ideological attitudes. How immigration is perceived is highly relevant for attitudes towards immigration (Fasel et al. 2013; Karreth et al. 2015; Sibley et al. 2013; van Assche et al. 2016) . Immigrants are often perceived as an economic threat, competitors, or as the cause of an increase in crime (e.g., Fitzgerald et al. 2012; Simon and Sikich 2007) . Some researchers addressed threat perception issues (e.g., Cea D'Ancona 2018; Fasel et al. 2013; Ward and Masgoret 2006) . However, we follow another line of reasoning. Perceptions of specific situations guide particular behavior, but expectancies of the "general situation" (i.e., how is life in general here?) may also shed light on a characteristic response; in this sense, individual differences in expectancies about the social environment may be conceptualized as a generalized situation that provides guidance to individual reactions (Chen et al. 2016) . Duckitt (2001) proposed a Dual Process Model, with two general representations of the social world which he views as consistent social beliefs containing a relatively stable interpretation or representation of the social world and of other people in this world ("general situation"). These are the result of individual differences, individual experience of socialization, and the impact of a particular real social environment. These views are beliefs in the social world as follows: (1) dangerous and threatening ("dangerous worldview") and (2) competitive and fierce ("competitive worldview"). These are the result of individual differences, individual experience of socialization, and the impact of a particular real social environment. In this Dual Process Model, these social worldviews consider RWA and SDO respectively as antecedents (Duckitt 2001; Duckitt and Sibley 2010, 2017) . Sibley et al. (2013) demonstrated that regional levels of deprivation and immigrant density were not associated with attitudes towards immigration in their own right; they interacted with these social worldviews to shape how participants felt about local-area immigration. Thus, individual differences in social worldviews can create a general predisposition for the activation of sociofunctional motives and reaction towards immigrants. In this logic, having a negative view of the social world would be inversely related to views on universalism and MCI.
Present Study
In this study we sought to cover three sociofunctional motives underlying ideological attitudes that are presumably relevant for understanding discrimination: (1) motivation to collective security and cohesion and resistance to social changes, possibly related to migration, through the tendency to follow the old-fashioned ways and exclusion or punishment of immigrants (RWA); (2) preferences for a hierarchical structure of society, division into the dominant and subordinate immigrant group, and the preservation of the status quo for power-based exploitation them (SDO); and (3) attitudes towards cultural diversity involving the equitable coexistence of ethnic groups within one society, the acceptability and celebrating of cultural pluralism, and a sacrifice of the status of the dominant cultural group for common good (MCI).
Russia has a high power distance; status roles and symbols are important in society (Hofstede 2001) . Also, historically established ethnic hierarchies remain typical for post-Soviet Russia (Hagendoorn et al. 1998) . Endorsement of inequality between immigrants and a dominant group in Russia may be based on perceived superiority of social class due to a difference in level of education, income, and social origin (SDO dimension) or/and superiority of the dominant culture, which amounts to ethnocentrism (MCI dimension). However, non-dominant cultures are supported by the Russian legal system such as the notion of minority rights in ethnic republics within the Russian Federation (Fleischmann et al. 2011 ). According to McFarland et al. (1992) , authoritarianism among Russians is expressed as loyalty to cultural norms, which is coupled with hostility directed towards those deviating from the culture and with support for the use of force against those who are perceived as threats to the accepted order. Also, in Russia, multicultural ideology is mainly associated with tolerance and the expectation of integration for immigrants (Lebedeva et al. 2016 ). However, the isolation agenda is quite popular in Russia. According to a representative survey of the Levada Center among all residents of Russia in 2017, 56% of the population supported residence limits in Russia for specific ethnic groups (people from the Caucasus or from the former soviet Central Asian republics or Chinese) and 58% favored limits on the flow of migrant workers (Mukomel 2017) . So, we expected a common hostile intention to exclude immigrants, to motivate them to leave the country, or since they are already here also to exploit them. Therefore, in general, we assume that RWA and SDO have a positive relationship with endorsement of discrimination of immigrants in the socioeconomic domain and a negative relationship with MCI (H1). However, taking into account different sociofunctional characters of ideological attitudes, we expected a different pattern of endorsement of discrimination of immigrants in the social (i.e., housing, school, social assistance) and economic domain (work, wages, career) separately. More specifically, we expected social specificity for RWA and economic specificity for SDO (H2).
We argue that these ideological antecedents of endorsement of discrimination of immigrants in the socioeconomic domain could be elicited by two related constructs that are broad in scope and do not only deal with ethnic groups; these ideological antecedents are based the perception of the "general situation". In our view, these antecedents constitute predictors of the main outcomes of the study; in addition, these (distal) antecedents also predict attitudes towards immigrants in their own right , namely dangerous worldview and competitive worldview. Moreover, these links between distal predictors and outcomes should weaken or disappear when included in the analysis of the more closely related dimensions: RWA, SDO, and MCI. Using hierarchical regression analysis, we examined our assumption that social worldviews explain the variation of endorsement of discrimination in the logic of the previous paragraph at the initial step (H3), but that RWA, SDO, and MCI (as more proximal antecedents) attenuate the link of the social worldviews and explain variance at the final step (H4). Our last hypothesis involved the link between the (distal) antecedents and MCI. As argued above, the universalizing sociofunctional motive (i.e., MCI) is the opposite of the dominating sociofunctional motive (i.e., SDO); MCI, RWA, and SDO are ideological attitudes. Therefore, we expected that social worldviews predict MCI in the same logic as RWA and SDO in the Duckitt's model (2001) (H5).
Method
Participants
The total sample of 576 participants from 33 regions of Russia included 212 women (39.6%) and 324 men (60.4%), aged from 15 to 79 years (M = 35.1, SD = 13.4); 115 participants (21.5%) were students. The sociodemographic sample characteristics are shown in more detail in Table 1 .
Procedure
The data were collected online via social media. We recruited participants using targeted, paid ads at the most popular social network in Russia, named "VK" (a platform similar to Facebook). Participants were given a questionnaire and asked to read the instructions, which included information about the main topics discussed in the study, confidentiality policy, and how to contact the researchers supervising the project.
Measures
All measures were administered in Russian. We used an adaptation of these measures by . A complete set of items is available in Table S2 in the Supplemental materials.
Antecedent Variables
Social Worldview We used a short version of Duckitt's (2001) social worldview scale, a seven-point Likert scale containing six items about dangerous worldview and six items about competitive worldview (Duckitt 2001) ; sample items are: "There are many dangerous people in our society who will attack someone out of pure meanness, for no reason at all" and "You know that most people are out to 'screw' you, so you have to get them first when you get the chance."
Right-Wing Authoritarianism We used a short version of RWA scale, a nine-point Likert scale containing six items (Altemeyer 1996) , with sample items such as "Most bad people in this country are those who do not respect our flag, our politicians and traditions," and "In these troubled times, laws have to be enforced without mercy, (Ho et al. 2012) , with sample items such as "It is probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups are at the bottom," and "It is unjust to try to make groups equal."
Multicultural Ideology We used a short version of MCI scale, a seven-point Likert scale containing six items (Berry and Kalin 1995) , with sample items such as "A society that has a variety of ethnic and cultural groups is more able to tackle new problems as they occur," and "We should recognize that cultural and racial diversity is a fundamental characteristic of Russian society."
Outcome Variable
Endorsement of Discrimination of Immigrants in the Socioeconomic Domain We developed a seven-point Likert scale containing six items. The questionnaire contained items asking for endorsement of behaviors that reflect discrimination of immigrants on the workspace, labor market, rental housing sectors, and other domains. We focused on the relevant socioeconomic domain according to literature.
Data Analysis
Using R (R Core Team 2017), we conducted data screening including checking for outliers and missing data. We used lavaan R package (Rosseel 2012) to construct the measurement model with seven latent factors and checked the fit of that model to data applying confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Estimation of the model and subsequent models was carried out with the use of robust statistics chi-square (Satorra-Bentler corrections-MLM estimator). We employed commonly recommended global fit measures: CFI > .90; RMSEA < .05; SRMR < .08 (Kline 2016 ). In addition, we checked local fit using correlations residuals and modification indices and their power approach for model fit evaluation (semTools Contributors 2016). We put information about additional procedures for reliability validity in the Supplemental materials. Finally, we tested the hierarchical regression model using lavaan R package (Rosseel 2012) .
Results
Preliminary Analysis
The data contained 40 observations with missing values (partially completed questionnaire) that could not be imputed using any statistical procedures. Therefore, we kept default settings (skip all subjects with missing values) for missing values in the subsequent analysis. Table 2 . We put technical details about reliability validity in the Supplemental materials.
Measurement Model
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Preliminary Analysis Overall, participants demonstrated medium levels of dangerous worldviews (M = 4.49, SD = 1.54; max. score = 9) and RWA (M = 5.41, SD = 2.17; max. score = 9) and a relatively high level of MCI (M = 4.97, SD = 2.16; max. score = 7). In contrast, the mean of competitive worldview was quite low (M = 2.63, SD = 1.23), as was SDO (M = 3.92, SD = 2.16; max. score = 9). At the same moderate level, participants expressed support for endorsement of discrimination of immigrants in the socioeconomic Table 2 summarizes the means and standard deviations and describes the correlations between latent variables. As shown in Table 2 and Table 3 , the endorsement of discrimination of immigrants was significantly associated with each variable, except for SDO and endorsement of discrimination in the social domain (the strongest link was with MCI). Dangerous worldview was associated with RWA and competitive worldview was associated with SDO, whereas SDO and RWA were not related to each other. In addition, there was no significant relationship between MCI and RWA. Moreover Hierarchical Regression Analysis We conducted two hierarchical regression analyses in three steps for each outcome. The multicollinearity diagnostics showed an acceptable variance inflation factor for each predictor (VIF < 10), with VIF values ranging from 1.014 to 1.722 (overall mean of 1.238). The results of the analyses are presented in Table 4 . At step 1, we entered the sociodemographic predictors: age, gender, ethnicity, affiliation to religion, education, income, work, and student status. These variables explained only 4 and 4% of the variance. Dangerous and competitive worldviews were included in the next step. Both predictors were positively and significantly associated with endorsement of discrimination of immigrants and explained an additional 9% for social and 11% for economic domain (H3). In the full model, we added SDO, RWA, and MCI, which all had significant relations (in the expected directions) with endorsement of discrimination, except SDO and endorsement of discrimination in the social domain (H1, H2). Moreover, dangerous worldview predicted only the social domain and competitive worldview only the economic domain (H3). A comparison of the We recoded reversed items in one direction so that endorsement of discrimination in the domain would mean a high score on the scale DW dangerous worldview, CW competitive worldview, RWA right-wing authoritarianism, SDO social dominance orientation, MCI multicultural ideology
Towards an Integration of Models of Discrimination of Immigrants:...
Table 4
Hierarchical regression analysis predicting endorsement of discrimination of immigrants in the socioeconomic domain Endorsement of discrimination of immigrants in the socioeconomic domain
Social domain Economic domain
Step 1
Step 2
Step 3
Sociodemographic variables
Gender (women = 0, men = 1)
. Step 1
Step .36
.04
.15
.38
The table shows standardized regression coefficients and unstandardized BCa 95% CI; bootstrap results are based on 2000 bootstrap samples ***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05 effect sizes showed that MCI showed the strongest contribution to explaining endorsement of the discrimination. The common explained variance of endorsement of discrimination was 36 and 38%. The last set of predictors (RWA, SDO, and MCI) could explain much more (23 and 23%) than the social worldviews (9 and 11%) (H4).
Discussion
We set out to offer an integrated explanation of attitudes towards immigrants based on sociofunctional approach and so examine the role of social worldviews, SDO, RWA, and MCI in the explanation of endorsement of discrimination of immigrants by the Russian majority group members. Our hypotheses about the role of the antecedents were supported. Indeed, RWA, SDO, and MCI contributed to the endorsement of discrimination in both social and economic domains by their own sociofunctional manner. RWA improved the endorsement of discrimination in both domains. We attribute this to the fact that one of the RWA's motivational goals is to exclude and punish those groups that present a threat to cultural norms and the cohesion of the host society. As mentioned above, the level of perception of immigrants as a threat is quite high among the host population in Russia. Thus, both social and economic domains of discrimination can be perceived by individuals with high RWA, as an opportunity, firstly, to "punish" immigrants, and, secondly, to show them that they are "unwanted guests" in Russia and force them to leave the country, thereby excluding them from of the society. The weak link between SDO and endorsement of discrimination of immigrants in the economic domain, we assume that the motivational goal of exploitation of immigrants, which is associated with SDO in a sociofunctional approach, may be less associated with socioeconomic discrimination as opposed to the motives of punishment and exclusion (RWA). The role of social worldviews weakened when RWA and SDO were included but at the same time, it remained significant for dangerous worldview and endorsement of discrimination in the social domain and for competitive worldview and endorsement of discrimination in the economic domain. Thus, as we expected, the perception of the "general situation" plays a role in the discrimination of migrants in their own right as argued by Sibley et al. (2013) . While the perception of the world as dangerous stimulates the elimination of any threatening element and social discrimination, the perception of the world as competitive stimulates the elimination of competing groups, and since immigrants are perceived by competitors primarily in the labor market, discrimination mainly involves the economic sphere. These findings are in line with the "multiculturalism hypothesis" (Berry 2006 (Berry , 2017 , which proposes that only when people feel secure and confident in their place in society will they be able to accept "others" who are living among them. Conversely, when people feel that they are threatened, or that their place is being undermined, they will have hostile attitudes and behaviors towards "others". These findings, both internationally (Berry 2017) and previously in Russia (Lebedeva et al. 2016) , have led to recommendations for improving intergroup relations in Russia. These authors pointed to the need for (1) the promotion of a policy of multiculturalism and integration; (2) increasing the level of cultural, economic, and personal security; and (3) providing opportunities for intercultural contact.
The key relationships between the main components of the Dual Process Model (Duckitt 2001; Duckitt and Sibley 2017) were supported, with the exception of the relationship between RWA and SDO. The lack of a significant correlation between RWA and SDO was somewhat at odds with the value of about + .30, found in a metaanalysis (see Perry et al. 2013 ). These null findings may be measurement artifact or/and specific for modern Russia. The relationship between RWA and SDO is probably due to a positive association between their specific components: authoritarian aggression and SDO-dominance (Kandler et al. 2016) . The short versions of the measures we employed may have had an insufficient number of overlapping items, although the used Altemeyer's measure (1996) covered some authoritarian aggression and the SDO measure included dominance items. However, there is another explanation possible. The results are in line with previous studies in other East or Central European countries (Duriez et al. 2005) . Individuals supporting RWA tend to support only those norms and values which are considered conservative in their culture. However, social norms that regulate hierarchical relations, justice, social cohesion, or distribution of power could be different across countries and may be quite specific for Russia. For example, a distributive justice norm as equality was positively associated with RWA among Russians and negatively associated among Americans whereas laissez-faire individualism showed the opposite pattern (McFarland et al. 1992) and RWA was positively correlated with support for egalitarianism and communist distributive justice later (McFarland et al. 1996) . These associations may go back to the Soviet past (Šram and Dulić 2015) ; the Soviet ideology formally proclaimed all groups to be equal and supported internationalism. On the other hand, the associations we found may refer more to another aspect of the Russian society. Inequality of cultural groups and inequality of social groups may have different meanings in the Russian context, with the latter being more viewed as a historical, immutable reality. Early studies have shown some influence of the Soviet legacy on RWA; authoritarianism was tied to conventionalism rather than to the specific conservative ideologies found in the West (see McFarland et al. 1992 McFarland et al. , 1993 McFarland et al. , 1996 ; see also Hadarics 2017, about post-socialist Central Eastern Europe), but little is known about the state of affairs in modern Russia.
Limitations and Further Research
The use of multilevel models and cross-cultural comparisons would be an interesting extension of the logic of our model. Cohrs and Stelzl (2010) considered the interplay of individual and sociocultural factors and reported that RWA was a particularly strong predictor of anti-immigrant attitudes in countries where immigrants were perceived as increasing the crime rate and as not being beneficial to the economy (e.g., Germany and Italy); and SDO was a stronger predictor in countries with a higher relative unemployment rate of immigrants (e.g., Belgium and Sweden). Economic development and emancipation values could be such moderators of MCI because they refer to a universalizing sociofunctional motive. Thus, we need to consider such countryspecific moderators in our models of attitudes vis-à-vis intergroup contact and its antecedents. The development of our model can be seen as a promising step towards explaining the positive and negative attitudes towards ethnic minorities and various aspects of migration in general.
It would thus be valuable to take into account the specificity of each particular group of immigrants and their particular adaptation experience, rather than consider some "abstract," decontextualized group of immigrants as outgroup. Satherley and Sibley (2016) noted that the extent to which RWA and SDO are associated with attitudes towards immigrant groups is likely to differ depending on the specific group examined, and considering attitudes towards immigrants in general is likely to hide some important details. So, we may expect not only domain specificity, as in our study (social vs. economic), but also group specificity; the combination of both perspectives could strengthen our model. Hayes (2017, 2018) associate the universalizing sociofunctional motive with universalism of Schwartz' basic human values in one level with RWA and SDO, while we associate it with MCI. The conceptual level of values (i.e., individual accommodations) and ideological attitudes (i.e., coalitional accommodations) is different. We believe that future research could consider values and social worldviews as antecedents of the ideological attitudes since this is more consistent with the logic of the nomological network.
We followed Altemeyer (1996) and measured RWA as a unidimensional construct conceptually, inclusive three components: authoritarian aggression, authoritarian submission, and conventionalism. However, some evidence has been presented for a tripartite approach to RWA: (aggression/authoritarianism, submission/conservatism, and conventionalism/traditionalism; e.g., Dunwoody and Funke 2016; Funke 2005) , and for two dimensions of SDO (dominance and (anti-)egalitarianism; e.g., Ho et al. 2012 Ho et al. , 2015 . Future research could clarify the sociofunctional aspects of each of them. Finally, our model dealt with individual differences in ideological attitudes and "general situation" (i.e., non-dynamic constant settings: perception of environment as dangerous and competitive) and did not describe the effects of different situational factors that may also matter. Both approaches have their own purpose: models of individual differences can explain why some people are more prone to show intergroup bias, whereas models of situational factors can explain why some dynamic contexts cause massive and relatively homogeneous behavior changes (Hodson and Dhont 2015) . Future studies could gain in explanatory power by combining models of individual and situational variation.
Implications
We wish to emphasize that the strongest negative oriented association with the discrimination of immigrants in the economic context is established by MCI, which provides an opportunity for intervention at the policy and program level. There is reason to believe that a nationwide implementation of multicultural politics could lead to the reduction of prejudices and discrimination (Berry 2006 (Berry , 2016 Duckitt 2001; Koopmans 2013) . It is important to start the policy of multiculturalism from a careful analysis of prevailing attitudes in society (see Berry 2006 Berry , 2016 . Multicultural policies in the context of a widespread prevalence of authoritarian and hierarchical representations and attitudes (i.e., in the case of activated authoritarian and dominating sociofunctional motives) may be unsuccessful and even sometimes produce a negative effect (e.g., Kauff et al. 2013; van Assche et al. 2018; Vorauer and Sasaki 2011) . In the society where the lack of feelings of safety and social control among individuals with a conservative orientation may enhance negative views on diversity and strict boundaries between the ingroup and outgroup (see, e.g., Crawford 2017; Jost et al. 2003; Napier et al. 2017 ) (i.e., in the case of activated the authoritarian sociofunctional motive). The hypothesis of ideological asymmetry proposed in Social Dominance Theory poses that multiculturalism is more beneficial for immigrants than for the majority group; multiculturalism allows immigrants to maintain their own culture and obtain a higher social status in the society, while the majority group can perceive immigrants and their desire to preserve their culture as a threat to their own status and resources (Schalk-Soekar and van de Vijver 2008) (i.e., in the case of activated the dominating sociofunctional motive).
In many societies, including Russia, immigration and the plural composition of society are not necessarily related social phenomena. After all, many plural societies are not so because of immigration; they have been so for many generations, as a result of national boundaries having been drawn around culturally disparate peoples. Most societies in Africa, Asia, and the Americas (as well as Australia and New Zealand) were plural before European colonization and immigration but it is the common perception in contemporary Europe that the current level of cultural diversity is due to recent migration, despite the long-standing presence of peoples such as Basque, Catalans, Bretons, Frisians, Aostian, Tyrolians, and Sami. So, why blame diversity on immigration when so many countries have a long history of pluralism? The logic of sociofunctional accommodations approach addresses the cognitive mechanism that evolved to detect coalitional alliances via the categorization of the social world into "Us" versus "Them". These boundaries are movable and changeable.
2 The activation of a universalizing functional motive (i.e., breaking coalitions and hierarchies in the ingroup and dealing with the threat in an individualized manner, by developing a weaker link with the ingroup and a stronger identification with broader categories such as humankind, and also sacrifices for common good) apparently requires a certain state of society and development of the country. The Theory of Emancipation poses that emancipative values do not guide people's actions as long as existential constraints on human life are strong, and only gain momentum when people become more capable due to improving living conditions and rising action resources (Welzel 2013 ). In the case of a favorable situation on the level of society and the country (i.e., sufficient resources and the lack of real threats), we are dealing with individual differences in social worldviews, which are also amenable to adjustment. Furthermore, the observation that "we have always been always plural, well before recent immigration" suggests a way forward for policy and program development.
In our view, policies that are evidence-based are more likely to be successful than those based only on pre-conceptions or political expediency. The benefits of the multicultural vision need to be articulated, and advocated widely in ways that the general public can understand and accept this vision. Particularly important is the claim that life for everyone is enriched culturally and economically in multicultural societies (Berry 1998; Berry and Sam 2013) . Community mobilization is required to push (from the bottom up) towards achieving a more accepting and inclusive society. Political leadership (from the top down) is also essential. Leaders who could advocate for the multicultural way of living together have clear models to follow: the Canadian and European Union policy statements provide clear examples of these principles, which could be emulated and promoted elsewhere. The multicultural vision of (providing a secure and non-discriminatory social and cultural environment, of opportunities for equitable intercultural contact and participation, and of ways to be engaged in and identify with more than one culture) offers a clear basis for moving towards achieving a more harmonious plural society. Despite the obvious difficulties, and contentious debates in many contemporary societies, and even policies and pronouncements that are opposite to them, the findings of the present study may serve as a basis for policy development.
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